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Abstract: In order to study the college physical education curriculum content standard system, the authors ran an 

approval degree difference test on 30 college curriculum content standard indexes previously screened out based on 

the Delphi method between front line college public physical education teachers and experts by means of question-

naire survey and comparative study paradigm, carried out 2 rounds of “back to back” expert consultation by using 

the Delphi method, and revealed the following findings: college physical education curriculum content standard in-

dexes had achieved a significant level of evaluation subject consistency reliability (W 0.628; 2
-approximate 75.89,

P<0.05); the content validity ratios (CVR) of 24 indexes therein were over 0.5. Ultimately the authors developed a 

“college physical education curriculum content standard system” with certain evaluation subject consistency reli-

ability and content validity, provided theoretical and practical support for establishing regular college physical edu-

cation curriculum teaching guidance documents in the next round. 
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+
NYC3  3.0771) 0.019 2.101 0.066 
NYC4 0.428  5.9901) 1.507 2.292 
NYJ1  9.1151) 0.571 0.993 0.006 
NYJ5  4.1971) 0.658 0.049 0.844 
NYJ6  3.0981) 0.520 0.277 1.575 
NSJ2 0.231  5.3371) 0.168 0.651 
NSJ7 0.037 0.127 0.235  4.4392)

 NXJ7  4.5222) 0.280 0.270  5.0221)

NSS2 1.490 1.121  5.8571) 0.280 
NSS3  4.7622) 0.011 1.611 0.115        

=0.05 1) P<0.05 2) P<0.01 

1 2
W W

4 0.5512) 4 0.6162)

7 0.5422) 6 0.6582)

8 0.5112) 6 0.6512)

6 0.5452) 6 0.6252)

2 0.4912) 2 0.5812)

 27 0.5312) 24 0.6282)

=0.05 1) P<0.05 2)

P<0.01 
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1 NYC1 72  0.84621)

2 NYC2 67  0.71791)

3 NYC3 62  0.58971)

4 NYC4 59  0.51281)

5 NYJ1 75  0.92312)

6 NYJ2 71  0.82051)

7 NYJ3 68  0.74361)

8 NYJ4 64  0.64101)

9 NYJ5 61  0.56411)

10 NYJ6 60  0.53851)

11 NYJ7 58 0.4872 
12 NSS1 67  0.71791)

13 NSS2 61  0.56411)

14 NSJ1 76  0.94872)

15 NSJ2 72  0.84621)

16 NSJ3 72  0.84621)

17 NSJ4 68  0.74361)

18 NSJ5 64  0.64101)

19 NSJ6 61  0.56411)

20 NSJ8 57  0.46101)

21 NSJ9 51 0.3077 
22 NXJ1 74  0.89742)

23 NXJ2 72  0.84621)

24 NXJ3 66  0.69231)

25 NXJ4 66  0.69231)

26 NXJ5 62  0.58971)

27 NXJ6 62  0.58971)
     

=0.05 1) P<0.05 2)

P<0.01

M±95% SD M±95% SD

NYC1 4.55±0.15 0.60 4.40±0.10 0.66 

NYC2 3.76±0.19 0.77 3.48±0.11 0.73 

NYC3 3.73±0.17 0.70 3.63±0.13 0.86 

NYC4 3.56±0.19 0.75 3.58±0.11 0.76 

NYJ1 4.35±0.14 0.56 4.13±0.13 0.77 

NYJ2 3.69±0.18 0.73 3.75±0.13 0.81 

NYJ3 3.54±0.19 0.77 3.58±0.16 0.96 

NYJ4 3.37±0.17 0.68 3.55±0.14 0.83 

NYJ5 3.37±0.20 0.78 3.74±0.13 0.80 

NYJ6 3.17±0.22 0.88 3.44±0.14 0.88 

NSS1 4.17±0.17 0.68 4.04±0.12 0.72 

NSS2 3.49±0.09 0.73 3.68±0.14 0.86 

NSJ1 3.99±0.20 0.79 3.85±0.14 0.93 

NSJ2 3.73±0.19 0.77 3.78±0.13 0.85 

NSJ3 3.73±0.16 0.63 3.74±0.12 0.82 

NSJ4 3.72±0.20 0.78 3.68±0.12 0.81 

NSJ5 3.70±0.23 0.92 3.81±0.12 0.79 

NSJ6 3.68±0.22 0.84 3.52±0.14 0.93 

NXJ1 4.03±0.13 0.76 4.04±0.11 0.74 

NXJ2 3.99±0.16 0.62 3.93±0.12 0.81 

NXJ3 3.89±0.16 0.62 3.71±0.13 0.84 

NXJ4 3.87±0.17 0.70 3.84±0.13 0.83 

NXJ5 3.79±0.16 0.66 3.81±0.11 0.74 

NXJ6 3.62±0.18 0.70 3.82±0.14 0.92 
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